Appendix 3
Developing Integrated Youth Support Services in Leicestershire

CONSULTATION RESPONSE 

	Recommendation (1): 
Yes: 90%  
No:  5%
  Not Sure: 5%
The age band for IYSS should change from 13-19 to cover the whole of the secondary age range (up to 25 for young people with learning difficulties and disabilities).

	· Whilst I agree with this generally, I don’t see how an age limit can or should be placed on this work.  If a 10 year old needs some intervention/support and the Youth Work is the best “qualified! Person in the area, they should be deployed if merited.  Age limits are too constricting but could be guidance. Deployment should be within the remit of the multi-agency forum for that locality 

· 13 has always been an unofficial  cut off, especially for vulnerable young people 
· YP aged under 13 can’t always access the support they need through schools as “issues” they have may be deemed to be “age inappropriate”
· No other universal public organisation out side of school likely to pick this up. Libraries encouraging “active involvement” of young people 11-19 
· It should cover key stage 3 – These students mature at different rates and it makes sense to provide for 11+ years 

· This would reflect national picture and focus on services for children and young people 
· It’s not clear where the age range will end, just secondary age (up to 16) or post 16 as well  

· Age band should be 11 – 19 years this allows a bigger brief to engage.
· Would agree with this, in attempting to minimise the numbers in tier 3 and 4 

· An age range of 11 to 19 is more suitable.

· Good idea in principle but additional funding would have to be found for Connexions as this would impact on resources, particularly for LDD staff to attend additional annual reviews of statements of special educational needs. There would also need to be more liaisons with year 6 in primary school to assess young people’s needs and provide the right allocation of PA resource in year 7.  This work would have to be balanced alongside the need for additional IAG about diploma choices in year 9 for students/parents/carers, plus support for young people as the compulsory participation in learning age rises to initially to 17, and then 18, Section 140s for all young people with additional needs and the age range for looked after young people, which is rising from 19 to 21 and possibly 25 as with LDD young people. We are currently identifying the numbers and working out the costs to provide additional services young people in years 7 and 8 in special schools/units, in mainstream education either statemented or at school action or school action plus. This is in addition to the universal service that will be required for the general cohort. Connexions also provide support to schools other than personal advisers which will need to be considered. 

· This would align with schools but the CYPS Board has three age band subgroups.
· This should allow for early intervention. Clarity would be need to identify how this would fit with school structures

· Schools are a fundamental element in young peoples lives and the engagement of secondary schools in this agenda will be critical. This would align to the school nursing provision through school health profiling and subsequent targeted work. 

· But – With no increase in resources, an already dilute service will be more diluted – is it feasible!? 
Recommendation (2):

Yes: 100%
IYSS should deliver a local youth offer that is available for all young people with a planned emphasis towards vulnerable young people.

	· In association with other agencies and schools that is.  IYSS is not the only organisation who can deliver such an offer, but the offer should be a central part of any locality-based partnership.  The offer should also not be a “county offer” but a locality-based offer, as needs of areas are different.
· Will this involve Young People with special education needs? 

· We agree with developing a coherent universal yet differentiated approach that responds to the needs of all young people. 

· Close working relationship with YISP/YOTS/LAC schools needed with IYS –often through M.A.F. or 

             Panel. 

· Would be useful to identify what percentage will be targeted and what will be generic and to identify more clearly how the universal service or generic work stops YP moving into targeted services by meeting need at an early stage. 
· Will encourage a clear and consistent message for all young people. Encourage fairer access. 

· The term ‘vulnerable’ should be agreed and approved upon locally. The LPG should be used as a forum to make sure this happens. 
· The key word here is local i.e. at District level.  Link through the LPG to help identify vulnerable young people specific to the District.

· There would be a resources balance between a local youth offer available for all and targeting some areas/groups.
· This can be difficult to achieve, particularly in a rural district. Our strategy would be to enable local provision through community capacity building. 

· Targeting will inherently be a core function of the services involved. 


	Recommendation (3):
Yes: 100%
The local youth offer will include an entitlement to services that are accessible, high quality and involve young people and local communities in their design and delivery.

	· As part of the local offer with other agencies.  IYSS has to be part of that wider offer, and not be blinkered as to what IYSS is and can do.

            The appropriate “worker” or agency work with specific vulnerables and their families in a co-ordinated way.
· Although I agree that ASDAN at local qualifications are good- some students need to develop their social skills so need somewhere and chill out.
· What is the vehicle to involve?
· Hear by Right? 
· However, services must provide clarity around how they individually involve young people in local communities. Presently there is the potential for overlap and a clear understanding of which service is better placed to lead on a specific issue is required. 

· There may be a balance between accessibility and quality in cost terms –HBR is a district standard – 

· This is dependant upon the resources available. 
· But – It must integrate with other services for the vulnerable ….. Which aren’t yet integrated themselves.
Recommendations (4):

Yes: 95% 
No: 5%
Partner agencies should operate as a ‘network’ using local knowledge and data to plan, commission and deliver services at a local level.

	· Important that the network is aware of all of the other partners and their work programmes. Group needs to meet regularly on a local level. 

· Need to avoid risk of overlap/duplication with other networks by effectively tying in with Locality partnerships.
· Range of formal and informal networks may need to be more formalised.
· Links to locality based working and extended services. 

· Yes, but where does this consultation fit in with that? This appears to be just a re-structure of deployment of youth work, not an integration of it with other agencies and their work.
· More clarity needed when referring to a ‘network’ i.e. terms of reference/governance/ Who will lead and clarity on the process.
· Informal networking may need investing in (via training and clear messages) due to the fact that it is already very strong in some areas and less so in others due to personality and experience.
· There needs to be some improvement on existing networks.
· Partners should operate as a network and use local knowledge gleaned from the neighbourhood action teams but it must also involve the CYPS executive and board, ie. Influenced by local need, managed by district managers and commissioned centrally if this is more cost effective. 

· Some boroughs/Districts already have the frameworks and networks to join up delivery.
· Existing structures should allow for this. An officer with a district focus will help achieve this. 

· Facilitated local networks based on any current geographical boundaries where the scale is such that practitioners can establish and maintain effective relationships with all other members of the multi-agency team will be possible through this way of working and will not always require change in organisational structure to achieve better outcomes. 

	Recommendation (5):

Yes: 77% 
No: 18% 
Not sure: 5%
Central functions should be identified that will support the monitoring and evaluation of service delivery and effectiveness.



	· Central support for the monitoring and evaluation of the take up of the 5 hour offer would be hugely beneficial.

· Needs clear guidance to local services on what they are expected to collect so that info and data can be evaluated centrally.

· This should be very “slim” as localities should M&E themselves and this be checked by outcome, centrally.  This is as a larger M&E of the effectiveness of locality-based working.

· How will young people be involved in this? 

· See 3 above – attendance at youth centres could be a target not just qualifications.

· Some but not necessarily all.

· Not clear how this will be managed.

· More clarification needed.
· Could the central function be LPG and not County? The LPG could be accountable for service delivery?
· Clarification is required on this with respect to the role of the LPG and accountability, monitoring etc.
· What matters is to have something that works for young people and that what provision is delivered post 16 aligns against Ofsted. However, future inspections will be of a CYPS not a local authority, and centralisation carries the risk of loss of professional knowledge and measure if a service is taken away from its ‘home’ agency. (There is some confusion in the document in how the terms home and host agency are used. Used in the SEN Code of Practice terms, the home agency for PAs would be Connexions.) 

· It may be possible to devolve functions to a district level within a common performance framework overseen by the Trust.

· This should provide the links with the LAA target areas. 

· This will help to realise envisaged changes, provide assurance to partners and encourage practitioners through constructive and specific feedback. – Success criteria will be available. 

· What about external functions? 


	Recommendation (6):
Yes: 80%
 No: 10%
 Not sure: 10%
A TYS team be developed within each locality

	· As part of what localities should do anyway!  So the TYS is not just youth workers!
· Again, the lack of joined-up thinking in the document is a weakness.

· Issues regarding what is the locality e.g. Braunstone Town linked to Hinckley makes little sense.

· Best practice needs to be shared across localities, how will this happen?

· What is a locality? What about overlap with other multi-agency groups? 
· We are worried about Connexions ability to delivery anything.
· This already happens to same extent at MAF/Youth Forum.

· Youth Service needs to be the lead for this. Team definition? Youth Service or multi agency? 

· Based on existing Youth Service and Connexions staff.

· Districts should be involved in the development of TYS team so that it meets local needs.

· With clear arrangements to work with local District.

· This response is based on the TYS being focused at District level.  The change in language is confusing. 

· Not a separate team for Connexions. We should be looking at developing a seamless IYSS, with services integrated by the level of a young person’s needs at the point of contact. Whilst some services are already working in a targeted way, ie YISP/EWS we must avoid creating further thresholds for young people to have to cross. In its infancy Connexions had experience of working to both a targeted/universal and education/community system, these proved unsatisfactory to both staff and young people.  Pas now carry vertical caseloads of young people from 13 to19 (24), working holistically across key decision points. We have comprehensive assessment criteria based on APIR to enable Pas to identify and address levels of need.
· This would need to be devolved to local management to link with other district level initiatives and oversight.
· The format of the team may include either commissioned or co-opted resource from health.

· Is this required / affordable in each locality? 


	Recommendation (7):

Yes: 70% 
No: 10%
 Not sure: 20%
Connexions to explore how to increase its capacity to offer flexible, responsive targeted support based in a locality as part of a TYS team.

	· As above.  Each locality should be able to identify vulnerable families and students and then engage these with appropriate programmes and intervention.  This is a coherent programme of intervention involving all appropriate partners, and not just IYSS.  IYSS are part of this team….. 

· How? We are losing staff in schools. Perhaps 16+/Neet areas.

· Connexions should be the universal arm for advice and guidance, TYS should be Youth Service led.

· Why is Connexions expected to increase its capacity and the youth service only to identify a proportion (Q8)? Vertical case loading 13-19 (24) works for Connexions and we are reluctant to return to systems already tried and deemed unsatisfactory in how young people are best supported. We feel Connexions is already flexible and responsive to the needs of young people.    

· A question for Connexions.
· This appears to be a sound proposal but I have insufficient information to make a judgement. 

· Only if it can work.



	Recommendation (8):

Yes: 69% 
No: 13%
Not sure: 18%
The Youth Service should identify a proportion of its resources prevention and early intervention work with vulnerable young people through a TYS team.

	· It should devolve this funding to the locality (where it also play a strategic part) for them to agree and decide it distribution (as explained above), as should other agencies to collate a pot of “pooled” funding to provide coherent intervention and support.

· Majority not a proportion, this should be main focus and aim of the Youth Service.
· The youth service in partnership with the LPG should decide what is right and appropriate for the area. Through the LPG, service delivery and proportion can be agreed. 

· The locality needs to identify what’s right for its area on whatever resources it is pooling. 

· Response included in Q7.
· Prevention and early intervention should be a part of the devolved youth service managed in the Districts and harmonised with local provision.
· This appears to be a sound proposal but I have insufficient information to make a judgement.

· The TYS must work with existing multi-agency systems – NOT SET UP ANOTHER.
· Is this required / affordable in each locality? 


	Recommendation (9):

Yes: 87%
 No: 13%
All partner agencies identify a nominated link worker to liaise with locality based TYS team.

	· No need if the above locality model is adopted.

· Not more meetings though, see 6.

· Does “all” partners agencies need defining? Does it include different parts of CYPS? Does it include PCT? Etc.

· Identifying a nominated worker doesn’t mean that the capacity to deliver will increase.

· Needs to ensure there is flexibility in this approach and to ensure the ‘link’ is appropriately reviewed in line with changes.

· This worker could be linked through the LPG but important to identify a day to day contact.

· Yes but the link should be through the LPG.  On a day to day basis people need to be identified.

· Response linked to Q6, if Connexions had reason to be at a multi agency inclusion meeting then the appropriate member, eg. SPA or Area Manager would attend. 

· The nominated link worker should liaise with the District who would be managing the TYS team.

· Although this may be more than one senior practitioner in health dependent upon the skills required. Locality Service Manager in NHS Children’s Services team will be default. 

· THIS IS ANOTHER LAYER OF BUREAUCRACY – THERE’S TOO MUCH ALREADY 


	Recommendation (10):

Yes: 77%
 No: 10%
 Not sure: 13%
TYS teams seek to exploit the potential of co-location where local need and partner opinion supports it.

	· TYS should be based in the locality, line managed by the locality and yet performance managed by IYSS.
· No need for co-location, they should be based and work in the area to be most effective.

· Raises issues of matrix management, line management and professional management. YISP have done some good work in this area.

· How does this differ from 10 – this is a better way of phrasing it.

· Not sure.

· This would aid better working relationships and understanding and build a co-ordinated approach to services to young people
· Culture change would need to be managed carefully.
· It is not clear in the document at what level TYS is planning to operate. If it covers up to level 2a then most of the agencies listed on page 11 will not fit. This will also impact on the contribution of resources and the capacity to contribute to TYS. It would make sense for TYS to cover all of Tier 2.

· Response also linked to Q6, IYSS should seek to co-locate, ‘Exploit’ or explore?
· TYS teams should be located within the Districts to co-locate with their partners
· Co-location although not essential is very powerful. Health team may use hot-desk approach if more suitable dependent upon demands

      Schools won’t cope – not to make new systems.

	Recommendation (11):
Yes: 95%
 Not sure: 5%
The opportunity be explored within each locality to create multi-agency ‘hubs’ for service delivery and staff work bases, with strong outreach capacity.

	· Links with locality working and extended services roll out.

· As above, but no need for hubs if locality based workers are based in the area and work there.  There is enough space for this in most localities.

· Again a locality issue as item (6).

· This would aid better working relationships and understanding and build a co-ordinated approach to services to young people

· Culture change would need to be managed carefully –(as above question 10)

· Cross Cutting work.

· One way to achieve this would be to devolve to the Districts control of the resources.

· Sense of team would be effective and is a core part of the vision of both staff working arrangements and of service provision/places for young people. 

· But working together



	Recommendation (12):

Yes: 77% 
No: 10% 
Not sure: 13%
Existing professional line-management responsibility would remain with workers host agency.

	· If this currently works then it doesn’t need fixing.

· Performance management, yes, line management by the locality.
· But effective reporting needs to be considered.
· Important to explore arrangements for secondment.
· Secondment opportunities/arrangements might want to be explored.

· Connexions would welcome clarity on agreed home/host terminology and understanding around line management/caseload/professional responsibility and support.

· Secondment to the Districts would be a possibility.
· For the health team I think this would be the case although secondment is a possibility with professional supervision as required. 

· It is possible the proposed structure could lead to dual reporting lines.


	Recommendation (13):

Yes: 72%
 No: 14% 
Not sure: 14%
Partner agencies identify their current resource contribution to a TYS network in each locality, clarifying which elements are able to be used flexibly.

	· No need, as above.
· May be an issue of adequate resources.
· Clear guidance and support in doing this will be needed.

· This needs to take account of all of the existing joint work taking place rather than attempting to develop new resources or relationships. The learning from existing work could be used across the County to support the development of further TYS work. 

· Partner agencies resources need to be targeted towards meeting locally identified and agreed objectives.

· Linked to response for Q6, no separate TYS team for Connexions.
· This would be part of District based oversight of the devolved resources.

· The health team will be providing a range of progressively universal to targeted services and often this model would not be improved by ‘carving out’ of elements of the practitioners contributions to the targeted agenda which may result in de-skilling and lack of continuity. It is recognised that there may be exceptions to this and alternative strategies may be possible within some localities. 

· Why doesn’t TYS join existing networks.

· Unclear whether this relates to funding and/or staff resources and target contribution.


	Recommendation (14):

Yes: 68% 
No: 18% 
Not sure: 14%
Partner agencies identify how they will increase the capacity to contribute to TYS in each locality.

	· No need, as above.

· Not sure how they will do this?

· With support from multi agency partners to identify issues and gaps.

· Partner agencies may not be able to increase capacity, but may be able to work in a smarter way, by aligning resources and reducing duplication, resulting in enhanced overall capacity. 

· Perhaps needs re-wording to say – ‘partner agencies to consider options to increase the capacity……………..’. Partner agencies may not be able to increase the capacity. 

· Prefer the wording that partner agencies identify/consider options as to how they might increase capacity. 
· As previously stated.
· Agencies can only answer this for themselves – there may be resources from Extended Schools to contribute.
· This is likely to centre around our existing provision of Housing Advice, Sports/Arts Development.

· Through the focus on this agenda that such a development would give all agencies would be better able to develop complimentary services.

· Why doesn’t TYS join existing systems rather than set up its own?


	Recommendation (15):

Yes: 80% 
No: 10% 
Not sure: 10%
The resources currently provided for positive activities by all partners will be identified and where possible pooled and devolved to localities in order for local partnerships, including young people to influence delivery and commissioning.

	· Links with extended services.

· But need to avoid postcode lottery – be clear about the core offer, locality influence how its delivered, and what else is.

· Agree to developing the funding.
· Theoretically – but with recognition that for some partners this may not be possible as not everything has a cash equivalent.

· What impact will this have on schools – particularly extended services? 

· Needs to be pooled and managed locally and decisions made based on local need in order to commission effectively. District and Borough Councils should lead on this.
· Not clear who would lead this – Districts?

· Support any positive activities monies going to the LPG. Any decisions can then be decided locally. 

· Support money for children and young people being devolved to the LPG /localities.
· There needs to be clarity between PAYP and positive activities. Both questions 15 and 16 are unclear in what they are proposing. 
· This not an area that features significantly within the agenda for the health team. Development of positive activities associated with the health team would be better facilitated through these arrangements.
· How does this link with Extended Services.
             Agree in principle however it will create difficulties in achieving Quality Assurance.


	Recommendation (16):
Yes: 87%
 Not sure:13%
Funding previously identified for PAYP programme be secured for positive activities from the Area Based Grant and made available for commissioning within localities.

	· Links with extended services.

· Important that local needs are met so agree with local funding.

· More clarity on this is needed i.e. implications and current systems/process in place. One single pot would enable simpler and more effective commissioning.

· This appears to be a sound proposal but I have insufficient information to make a judgement. 
· How does this link with Extended Schools.


	Recommendation (17):

  Yes: 68% 
No: 10% 
Not sure: 22%
Additional capacity to co-ordinate positive actives at a locality level is created, with a specific post of Positive Activities Co-ordinator being established.

	· Why the need for this post? Shouldn’t the locality provide this in any case? I’d rather see the proposed co-ordinators working with young people, than in offices co-ordinating.
· Very important to establish this local focus group to ensure activity meets demand.

· Links with extended services.

· Is this a time limited post for the duration of establishing the infrastructure?
· Good example in NW Leics – Should work closely with Extended Schools Co-ordinator if they exist.

· Not sure about this – will it be a good use of resources? 

· Needs to have overall co-ordination. District and Boroughs are best placed to deliver on this from existing delivery and expertise/links. 

· Where will the funding come from for the post? There is no capacity locally to fund this post.  

· This response is provided on the understanding that funding will come from the existing.
· This would be very costly ie. X7 co-ordinators, when staff could be using the technology currently being invested in, for example, Activities4U website.

· Located and employed by the Districts.

· This appears to be a sound proposal but I have insufficient information to make a judgement.

· How does this link in with Extended Schools.

· Agree in principle and if cost neutral.


	Recommendation (18):

Yes: 59% 
No: 10%
 Not sure: 31%
The new infrastructure organisation for the VCS, complemented by advice and support from central services, to help increase opportunities for positive activities by supporting local communities and adult volunteers to generate new activities.

	· Too much emphasis on structure and not balanced by people “doing” and working.  Again, people who co-ordinate very rarely “do”.
· Synergy can be created by allowing localities to audit need, and provide for it by a coherent plan of programmes.

· Links with extended services.

· Yes (I think) not sure what this recommendation is saying. I thinks it says new organisation should promote positive activities – have we got that control? 

· Essential for sustainability, needs to link in with volunteering opportunities through extended schools, etc.

· Sounds good but again let’s not have duplication of work being done by schools of extended services, D of E Uniform Services.

· This is the VCS role. It will need to fit in and align with the above to avoid duplication.

· Further clarification needed.

· Clarification on this is required.  Support the Voluntary and community Sector being enabled to be key partners in this.

· The specification for commissioning the new VCS infrastructure organisation will need to be much more specific about the functions relating to the support of community-based organisations that work with young people.  None of the three organisations bidding have a strong track record of supporting targeted youth work organisations, and this must be addressed in the detailed negotiation of contracts
· To answer this question would require more information; Districts have other networks to supply volunteers for youth work.

· It is HDC’s opinion that voluntary sector capacity is better developed locally. Volunteers have a sense of place and improving their own community is a priority for them. 

· This appears to be a sound proposal but I have insufficient information to make a judgement. 

· How does this link in with Extended Schools.


	Recommendation (19):

Yes: 82% 
No: 5 
Not sure: 13%
Connexions is best placed to continue to provide independent information, advice and guidance services.

	· It is, but there are other agencies and people who can also do this – hence the synergy.

· Partnership Family Information Service re advice to parents of young people aged 13-19 years interface with positive activities directory.

· Libraries are an access point for information and can signpost sources of advice & guidance supporting the work of Connexions.

· This should remain their focus and strength.

· Complimented with a mechanism to work collaboratory. 

· In Leicestershire, Connexions origins lie with the Careers Service and as such all Pas are required to be level 4 qualified to deliver impartial and independent IAG, now on a broader scale. We are currently in the process of training other staff to NVQ level 3 in IAF+G. 

· Connexions might need to answer this question, other agencies in districts are providing AIG.

· Connexions are recognised and able to provide this service. 

· It should be the best service, but at present Connexions in the shire hasn’t the capacity.


	Recommendation (20):
Yes: 100%
Connexions be required to extend its responsibilities to the whole of the secondary school age range.

	· Again, no need to define this if locality working is as above.

· How much control does Connexions have over this? What is their brief from government vs. what we/they can do?

· Must work with Year 7/8 if this is the work.

· Agree – current system is fragmented.

· Support the 11 – 19 structure. 

· Linked to an earlier response around resource issues. 

· To be congruent with the recommendation above.

· This would enable earlier intervention. 

· But, It hasn’t the capacity to do what it does at the moment.

· This would support YP in making informed choices of the new curriculum offer at Yr 9.
· Would this create capacity issues for CNX? 


	Recommendation (21):

Yes: 64% 
No: 10% 
Not sure: 26%
The youth volunteering forum being developed by ‘vinvolved’ lead on creating a comprehensive and coherent youth volunteering strategy across the County for the secondary age range.

	· Again, get localities involved in this with students and staff. Perhaps then localities can share practice and improve each other. Big V again has co-ordinators who co-ordinate volunteering rather than volunteer and set up projects…..why? 
· What about support for YP doing voluntary work through Duke of Edinburgh schemes? E.g. Libraries offer placements for community engagement. No mention of accreditation/validation.

· Keep +16-19 yr olds.

· Do they have the capacity?

· Needs to positively link with VCS and positive activities.

· Can this be developed locally and not through County? 

· Why is this not developed locally? 

· The “vinvolved” teams have time limited funding, and although it is sensible to build on their lead, constructing the entire volunteering strategy around them may be short-sighted.   
· Who will be accountable for ensuring that the strategy meets needs at a local level?

· Resources should be devolved to locally lead strategies for volunteering building on local initiatives and networks.

· This appears to be a sound proposal but I have insufficient information to make a judgement
·  There is currently not enough communication between agencies to understand whole lots of young people will become involved.

 

	Recommendation (22):

Yes: 59% 
No: 23% 
Not sure: 18%
The Pyramid of Participation should be the single system for involving young people in the IYSS.

	· I think this is irrelevant.
· Though work is needed to improve this pyramid.

· Yes, as long as the emphasis is on the locality part of the pyramid. Most things should be going on at this level – the top of the pyramid being focused on coordination and development of the localities (i.e. training, support, common issue).

· At the base of the pyramid “etc” may need to be expanded to incorporate consultation that takes place outside of youth groups e.g. libraries.

· Yes – but it needs changing from what exists at the moment to be more inclusive and representative at level of the pyramid.

· Yes – but needs to ensure focus of the involvement is at the base. Main capacity for this structure currently lies in the middle/upper tiers which may danger excluding young people and their opportunities.

· The Pyramid method should be looked at but should not be the exclusive method of participation. Other local methods of participation should be considered. 

· This shouldn’t be the only system – locally developed participation methods should be included.

· This should be through the Hear By Right framework. Connexions believe the PoP doesn’t engage with a broad enough representation of young people. 

· ‘Single system’ – The active involvement group has voiced concerns that the system is not representative of the communities served and that the specific targeted groups detailed within this consultation are not engaged in the process. 

· Districts have a variety of avenues open for direct local participation.

· This appears to be a sound proposal but I have insufficient information to make a judgement. 


	Recommendation (23):

Yes: 85% 
No: 5% 
Not sure: 10%
The active involvement by young people be reinforced through the adoption and implementation of the Hear By Right framework by all partners.

	· A great framework, but not the only one, I would have thought.

· Districts are committed to HBR Standards already.

· This is well recognised and valued approach which a number of organisations are already committed too.
· The basis of the framework is very good – but it is too complicated.



	Recommendation (24):
Yes: 68% 
No: 18% 
Not sure: 14%

The Youth Service should develop Service Level Agreements with District Councils to clarify the Service’s lead support role for District Youth Councils.

	· It is, but there are other agencies and people who can also do this – hence the synergy.

· Very important to establish commitment to the provision.

· Yes and District/Boroughs should champion this within their organisation and ensure the process is meaningful for the young people.
· A true Partnership SLA should be developed for the Youth Council not just a SLA between the Borough and Youth Service.  Service evaluation, accountability and monitoring procedures should be established and implemented.
· The District Youth Council should be owned locally.  Suggest a memorandum of understanding re how the Youth Service will support this.

· All SLAs should be mapped to the Hear By Right framework and clearly reflect what the districts want. 

· It may be more appropriate and integrated to include this support role in the devolution.
· This appears to be a sound proposal but I have insufficient information to make a judgement. 

· We are disappointed with the District Council approach and there will be even more layers before young people are engaged.


	Recommendation (25):

Yes: 68% 
No: 10%
 Not sure: 22%
The Youth Service will be the lead agency for supporting the County Youth Council (CYCLe).

	· As long as CYCLe ensures that Youth Councils exist in each locality and are effective in impacting on Young People.

· Yes – with the open opportunity for others to engage.

· Our Borough Youth Council would be represented at County Youth Council. 

· Does this need to be the “Youth Service”?

· In principle but to be based on the Hear By Right Framework not PoP. 

· It may be more appropriate to join up participation initiatives within the LCC CYPS and include CYCLe in this
       This appears to be a sound proposal but I have insufficient information to make a judgement.


	Recommendation (26):

Yes: 90% 
Not sure: 10%
Young people are consulted and directly involved in deciding on how best to publicise and promote a statement describing the range of support available.

	· Absolutely necessary so they are involved and not told what is an offer.

· Essential to make it work.

· Connexions IYP team have made a significant contribution to the active involvement group and have been a key partner in the ongoing development of the participation strategy and action plan. The team has designed and delivered alongside the county participation lead HBR training to external partners and has taken a key lead designing the HBR young trainer’s programme. 

· There are already some countywide portals to publicise support.

· This is core to such a development. 

· But, where and how? What proportion are engaged on this issue at the moment and how can the proportion be increased?


	Recommendation (27):

Yes: 70% 
No: 10% 
Not sure: 20%
Current arrangements for the management and delivery of services through the Children and Young People’s Board will underpin IYSS.

	· Again, commission to localities and the CYPB would then have oversight of effectiveness through outcomes, and can then intervene if there’s underperformance.

· Clarity on management and delivery needed. Some aspects need to be determined locally and not through the Board.
· Question the “management and delivery of services” – clarity needed.

· The CYP Board will need to review the age banded subgroups and their remit.


	Recommendation (28):
Yes: 68%
No: 20%
Not sure: 12%
A single system should be developed within IYSS for: Planning; Quality Assurance; Staff Development and training; Curriculum Support; Performance Management and Data Collection.

	· Again, part of the localities remit.  IYSS should look at QA and performance management of youth workers.

· As long as youth work values and identity is not lost.

· Would give good clarity and consistency for all organisations. One single system approach would support organisations where capacity is stretched but would need to be supported by good infrastructure to allow a one system approach. Will require investment/development.

· Some elements need to be addressed centrally and other on a local level. 

· Is this cost effective and does it take into account those agencies working across both local authorities? Very important to maintain professional development.  The IYSS must also be CCIS compliant re DCSF data harvest. For Connexions any decisions must be considered alongside those in the city IYSS developments.

· Rather than a single central system these could be covered in the delegated responsibilities.

· Assume Performance management measures include target and outcomes setting.


	Recommendation (29):

Yes: 68%
 No: 5% 
Not sure: 27%
A new post of District IYSS Officer be established

	· Yes, but in the context of multi-agency working above.

· But not sure how this will operate across all the localities – difference between Charnwood and Melton etc. 

· NWLDC are considering this proposal in more detail with LCC officers on 15th Sept.

· Possibly.  It depends on the remit of this post.

· Districts should have input into the recruitment and remit of this post .

· In principle but need to define ‘officer’ and district, how many? Who will they be responsible to, managed by and where will the funding come from? 

· Employed by the Districts where appropriate.

· This is a role that is required that may not require an additional post. 

· We didn’t agree that IYSS performance manage Connexions. It will distance Connexions even more from schools.


	Recommendation (30):

Yes: 55%
 No: 5% 
Not sure: 40%
Service commissioning will take place at a countywide and at a local level, supported by the appointment of available funding from all partners.

	· Resources rather than funding is more appropriate.

· Not clear where this is referred to in the document.

· This will be difficult if local areas are funded differently but have difficult needs.

· It would be useful to clarify what this means in practice.

· Business case for commissioning needs to be looked at for funding.

· A sound business case for resource allocation would be required.
· This needs clarification, it’s very vague. 

· Countywide commissioning could cut across local commissioning – Districts should agree best value applies to any pooled funding for commissioning.

· This statement is too generic. Clarity needed on who makes the ultimate decision?

· This would enable a collaborative approach to commissioning with contracted provision offering exit strategies with identified progression routes for YP.


	Recommendation (31):

Yes: 73%
 Not sure: 27%
Extended Services Locality Partnership Groups will expand their brief to incorporate IYSS.

	· Integrated part of locality-based working.  Extended services is only one part.
· Has this model proven to be successful? What is the criteria for success? Is the success consistent across the county?

· Agree but clear working roles needed. Already part of MAF.
· NWLDC are considering this proposal in more detail with LCC officers on 15th Sept.
· What would be the role of the IYSS within the LPG? Further clarification on role needed. 

· These groups are in the early stages of development and function in variable arrangements and LSP set ups – it may be more appropriate for District LSP’s to decide the most effective governance structure for their local conditions. Within a suggested model.


	Recommendation (32):

Yes: 59%
 No: 5% 
Not sure: 36%
All partners will identify their current available resource to pool in order to respond to the demands of IYSS.

	· In order to respond to the needs of locality-based working! Why just the IYSS??????? 

· Not sure how this will work.

· This is a big aspiration but would be for the benefit of CYP.

· Identify or assess current resources (may not have any?)  There should be a two way flow – IYSS resources should be available locally.

· Wording should be identify/assess any current available resource to pool.

· We assume this means treating all partners equally, including those services currently provided by the local authority, which should take on more of the commissioning role and not be a provider. However, it must be pointed out that Connexions cannot pool project based funding which is outcome/output based. This money sits within Connexions Trading Company not Connexions Services. 

· Districts could no pool resources which might then be allocated to another area.

· Work is being undertaken to identify how much resource is invested in Sports/Arts/Housing to support young people. Separating this resource out may be difficult within a small district council.

· Why doesn’t the IYSS pool its resources to join current systems? 

· Consideration for agreeing a level of contribution to achievement of targets attached to funding.

	Recommendation (33):

Yes: 64%
 No: 14% 
Not sure: 22%
Pooled resources are re-distributed according to a formula devised to reflect numbers of young people, deprivation, indices and rural isolation.

	· NO!  Pooled resources are re-distributed according to the needs of the locality and best value as a result.

· A sophisticated breakdown needed below district council level.

· But data and resources must be flexible to adapt with changing demographics and issues with CYP as they arise i.e. influx on teenage pregnancies in certain areas.

· Only County resources should be re-distributed. Local resources should be kept locally.

· May also need ‘pooled’ resources to include supporting innovative and creative approach that may be replicated across the borough. 

· Only County resources.  The District would want to see local benefit.  The list provided is not prescriptive.

· Connexions has long worked to a formula to allocate resources to teams and schools/colleges. The formula is based upon indices of deprivation, eligibility for free school meals, GCSE results and the number of young people in the area who are NEET.

· See above

· Pooled local budgets should be kept within the locality.

· Clarity required on the mechanism for the distribution of pooled resources.

· Having undertaken work on resource redistribution based on deprivation I would suggest that this will indicate rather than determine resource movement.

	Recommendation (34):

Yes: 85% 
No: 5% 
Not sure: 10% 
A co-ordinated system for attracting new funding be developed.

	· Again, better done by locality (different needs, different deprivation and therefore different access to funding).  Should be a system for supporting bid writing…..

· This will be difficult if local areas are funded differently but have different needs (as 30).

· Needs a strategic approach – but one that will allow the flexibility for workers to submit discreet bids (I’m thinking how successful Andrew Lake is at attracting funding.

· This is currently fragmented.

· This should be within the remit of the CYP Board/Trust in partnership with localities
· This must recognise different localities.
· Fully uses the influence and connections of the partnership.


	Recommendation (35):
Yes: 63% 
No: 13% 
Not sure: 24%
The development of an integrated capital strategy overseen by the County Council.

	· Why?  If we’re going locality-based then let’s keep it that way. Needs to be strategic oversight…

· Who in County Council? 

· What’s happening with the new government funding for capital – money coming from dormant bank accounts etc….? 

· Underpinned by a local strategy based on local need. 

· Underpinned by a local strategy.  If this is not just County Capital resources then a link though LSPs to maximise use of capital by adopting a partnership strategy would seem appropriate. 

· This should be overseen by the Children’s Trust arrangements, not the county council. 

· This will depend on whether capital funding is devolved.
· Ensure effective and targeted investment. 
· But – Integrated with CYPS.


	Recommendation (36):

Yes: 73% 
No: 5% 
Not sure: 22%
The development of better co-ordinated systems will provide an opportunity to contribute towards the shared LAA efficiency target.

	· Not necessarily.  Again, fund the need, don’t concentrate on the system or structure.

· Could be more young people worked with rather than less money spent.
· One system approach will encourage a high quality of service across all agencies working with CYP. There needs to be careful consideration of the role of the VCS and smaller organisations to enable this to happen fairly and in an equitable manner.

· Further clarification needed on ‘better co-ordinated systems’ – this is open to interpretation. 

· Where there is better co-ordination then enhancement would be anticipated.
· This is a statement not a recommendation. Connexions has continued to deliver and be successful against a standstill budget for several years, which can be considered an efficiency saving.  The LAA is also about delivery.

· This would be a product of bringing resources into a locally integrated management.


	Other comments

· Where are the funds for the new posts coming from? 

· Will they take money away from the initial projects? 

· My main comments are that engaging with whole families, not just individual young people, is fundamental to the success of any early intervention and prevention.  We cannot see young people in isolation, and need to recognise both the supporting role that families can play, and the potential to draw on their resources, and the fact that some families may be contributing to the vulnerability of the young person. 

· Around pages 9 to 11 you talk about linking with the Family Support Strategy which is great.  A technical detail – on page 11 (4.1.3) you list Family Support Workers.  There is actually a huge gap in the workforce around family support for parents of young people older than 13.  Family STEPs for example only work with parents of under 13s.  The FSWs within Social Care (Arnold Heaney’s team) are working at tier 3 and tier 4, so would not be appropriate for what is being talked about here.

· Currently the only support that can be accessed by parents of the 13+ is through Centre for Fun and Families, accessing one of the roughly 14 parenting programmes happening each year, focused on supporting parents to manage their teenagers behaviour.  Alternatively through Youth Offending there is parenting support, obviously with offending or risk of offending being a pre-requisite there. 

· At the moment there is patchy and slightly random support to families through extended schools – something I hope we can build on (potentially with the development of Parent Support Advisor roles).  There are also plans to look at the universal offer to parents through information provision and single issue parenting ‘seminars’ based in localities (i.e. talking about sex and relationships with your children, keeping  your kids out of trouble, drug proofing your kids).
· But I think you maybe need to consider what targeted teams offer to families, in terms of skills in the young people’s workforce.  I realise that on occasion it might not be appropriate for the youth workers to engage directly with families, but on many occasions it will be, and this proposal needs to consider the skills and training needs of youth workers around family support and working with parents.  Then looking at how they fit in to the above programme of sessions, contributing to their delivery, and looking at contributing to parenting programmes.  School Nursing Staff may also have more to contribute in this particular area.  

· I’m afraid the document read as a re-structure of the Youth Service, not its progression to support locality-based working and need.   

· There’s no need to set out to justify the service, it should be an integral part of the strategic group in each locality.  The consultation should really focus on how the IYSS moves into locality-based working, along with other agencies and shifts its focus onto area need and intervention in a coherent way.

· Needs in each area then drive the structure and delivery of intervention and support that is personalised (as far as it can be) to families and students.
· Libraries, as a supporting agency, are developing an offer for young people – providing ‘things to do’ and ‘places to go’ within communities across  Leicestershire and would welcome the opportunity to work more closely with the Youth Services in further development work with young people.

· Generally pleased with the draft. The main clarity needs to be with the roles of Extended School Co-ordinators/Connexions/role of the local council with the Schools. If students want (33%) schools to be where they have access of them, what about schools where there were no Youth Clubs in the past? but also with students understand the pull from accredited courses offered by schools, uniform organisation (little meeting of them) and Extended Services/Youth groups – if these are currently successfully there will be a need for tact/diplomacy in the early days.

· Maintain the uniqueness of youth work – beware of destroying the generic work – with it some of the uniqueness.

· Think about the staff – the last restructure the letters suggesting possible redundancy landed on people’s door mats on Christmas eve! 

· NWLDC are considering this proposal in more detail with LCC officers on 15th Sept – this will include a proposal for the best way to adopt this approach for NWLDC recognising and building on existing structures and systems which are in place for children and young people to support them to achieve the best possible outcomes.

· Overall it would be helpful for the document to give a clearer overview of what each of the Youth Offer, Integrated Youth Support Services and Targeted Youth Services consist of and what each element aims to deliver.

· It would also be useful to include reference to the Youth Crime Prevention Plan (attached) and how this will be embedded in the IYSS arrangements.  Other partners’ strategies and plans could also be aligned more closely with the plans, for example, by cross-references to other relevant strategies.

· Clarification of tiers: The document states that TYS will be targeted at the lower end of tier 2 (2a) however the agencies listed as proposed extensions to TYS are 2b agencies. It seems to makes sense for TYS to cover the whole of Tier 2. If the arrangements are to cover the whole of tier 2 the document will need to make clear how TYS will link with the existing multi-agency forums.

· The idea of locality hubs are welcomed, however we would not be keen on co-location. The notion of having a multi-agency desk space available is a positive one where locality staff can use the space thus creating virtual teams. The Youth Offending Service would support the notion of retaining line management of staff whilst supporting joint working across agencies to meet young people’s needs and deliver services.
· It would be worth considering if staffing within the IYSS should be devolved locally rather than at a County Level. Staff could be employed or seconded to the Local Authority. There are many benefits by having seconded staff. More day to day contact, more control and more opportunity to work alongside partners and other departments. 
· During the debate with members, who were in support of the consultation, which is evident in our response, they were keen to ensure relevant members, in our case the lead member for youth be included in the development of the IYSS. Specifically around the IYSS reference group and further group discussions, as identified in Appendix B of the consultation documents.

· The District’s preferred approach would be to have services devolved to the local level, including any appropriate staffing arrangements. i.e Integrated services staff to be devolved/seconded to the District giving greater local focus and flexibility in order to better meet local need.

· Connexions has concerns that the consultation process around the number of young people involved in focus groups was too small and too narrow to be considered robust and reliable. 

· The IYSS and district/borough councils must be mindful to the fact that young people receive their education out of their home district boundary. Whose responsibility will it be to ensure their needs are being identified and met?

· Connexions does not support a separate TYS ‘team’.  Services being co-ordinated and working in an integrated manner should come together to provide the support needed to ensure a young person’s individual circumstances are being met. 

· The next step in the process must ensure that this is rural and school proofed.

· This document has a youth service bias, and is not representative of the broader service Connexions is required to provide to schools, other learning providers and employers, as well as to young people their parents and carers.

· An extension to services working from multi disciplinary hubs, as Connexions already promotes and delivers, is welcomed. 

· We would request that great consideration is placed on utilising Connexions experience in managing a changing agenda and workforce during the past 6 years.   

· That we should not wait for roll-out until we have a ‘perfect’ system, we need to pilot what we have and learn from the service user what is working and what’s not. , we need to pilot what we have and learn from the service user what is working and what’s not. - Connexions 

· Whilst there is an advantage to pulling cyps local service development into one partnership -the LPG forums’ are in the early stages of development, there have been governance issues, the current focus of discussion is the 0-5’s – there is doubt at this stage about their capacity to address the local youth service issues in addition to extended services in schools without modifications to their structure.
· What is the relationship between the IYS officer and the local LPC?
· The integration of the various district commissioned posts, the Health Service teenage pregnancy / school nurse and the youth service is of key importance to the locality – BUT will the IYS officer/ working with the LPG be able to achieve this integration?
· How able is the LPG to support this integration?
· There is a logical structure of ‘advisory groups’ (5-19) and the LPG – BUT they are in an infancy in terms of development 

· There are a number of local forums discussing youth services and targeting –but they have little experience with commissioning or setting local priorities. In some cases the districts do have this experience.
· Addresses the gap in the under 13’s and the lack of provision but this is an area which needs substantial development. 

· The key question is can the district partnership deliver the local management and decision making necessary – in terms of experience and capacity and different structures in each District. 

· There is variation in the capacity of districts/ boroughs to manage the role of IYSS and in the mechanism for joining up needs analysis and action planning in relation to children and young people and the SCS. There is a difficulty in describing a local strategy when the structures are so different. Perhaps the best solution is to establish more than one model with varying levels of devolution which localities could choose between.  

· District LSP’s should be given the responsibility for overseeing the place based elements of service delivery.
· The delivery strategy should recognise the complexity of meeting the needs of service users in a rural setting. 

· We agree with the “desires” for young people in this document, but ARE EXTREMELY CONCERNED THAT IYSS appears to be setting up an organisation which gives another layer of administration and bureaucracy to multi-agency working that has yet to get off the ground in many parts of the County. 

· Currently Connexions cannot deliver to many county schools what it is supposed to – it will be more diluted in these proposals.

· We are not convinced by this because we cannot see how it will work for Young People.

· The document is unclear as to the range of services that currently exist or resources available. Have they been mapped or is the work to be undertaken? 

· There is acknowledgement that some services are duplicated within the multi agency arrangements and references to requiring a more targeted approach.

· There also appears to be an assumption that partners will need to provide additional resources.

· Therefore, if the current level of spend has not been determined the level of savings made from an integrated approach are not understood, demand for services at local level are unclear
· Why is the assumption that additional money will be required to support new posts e.g. District IYSS Officer?

· The recommendations should aim to be cost neutral.

· The document makes no reference to providers from the FE or private sector - many of whom are involved with pre and post 16 activities.
· NEET group - LSC



















